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Continued prosecution and re-consideration of the 
claimed subject matter in the accompanying patent application 
is respectfully requested in view of the discussion that 
follows . 

Claims 1-10 are in the case and are before the 

Examiner . 

I . The Rejections /Obi ections 

1 . Rejection under 3 5 U.S.C. § 112, Para. 1 

Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first 

paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite for failing to 

particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 

which the applicant regards as the invention. 

The Action states that the reference in claim 1 line 

6 (page 53) to " . . .the rows (or the columns) ..." is unclear, 

and equally unclear is the recitation in line 9 of that claim 

(page 53) to "...the corresponding columns (or rows)...". 

This basis for rejection cannot be agreed with and is 

respectfully traversed. 

In one embodiment covered by that claim, the claim 

would read "... the rows ..." in line 6, and "... the 

corresponding columns..." in line 9. However, due to the 

mathematical equivalence of the matrix where the same data is 

presented using rows in place of columns and columns in place 

of rows, the applicant can equally lay claim to the equivalent 
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embodiment wherein line 6 reads "...the columns..." and line 9 
reads "...the corresponding rows...". It was thought that the 
use of the parentheticals made this clear. Suggestions from 
the Examiner are solicited in the event that the claim, as 
drafted, still seems to be unclear with regard to this basis. 

The Action states that the reference in claim 1 line 
13 (page 53) to " . . .the same or nearby neighboring map 
[units] ..." is unclear, and that lack of clarity is 
accentuated by the later recitation in line 15 of that claim 
to " . . .of the neighbor [hood] map. . . " . This basis for 
rejection cannot be agreed with and is respectfully traversed. 

The attention of the Examiner is respectfully drawn 
to the drawings as reference for this discussion. Although 
Fig. 2 is not an embodiment of the present invention, it is 
illustrative of this point in consideration of the clarity 
rejection pertaining to claim 1 line 13 (page 53) to "...the 
same or nearby neighboring map [units] . . . " . The full phrase 
is "a neighborhood map comprised of map units where similar 
data is mapped to the same or nearby neighboring map units". 
A "neighborhood map" is presented as the entire display (which 
looks like a honeycomb- -eight of which are shown in Fig. 1 and 
one of which is shown in the upper portion of Fig. 2). A "map 
unit" is one of the geometric subunits of that honeycomb. 
With regarding to the clarity rejection pertaining to claim 1 
line 15, that phrase should be " . . .of the neighborhood map . . . " 
not n . . .of the neighboring map. . . " (emphasis added) . 
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The enlarged CI at the lower left of Fig. 2 shows 
how the data looks that is mapped to map unit CI, the upper 
left cell in the map comprising the upper part of Fig. 2. If 
a new piece of data is obtained that looks exactly like that 
bar graph, it would be mapped to map unit CI... but if it 
looked more like the neighboring map unit (e.g. C2 ) , that data 
would be mapped to that neighboring map unit. This grouping 
of similar data is the clustering. For the claimed invention, 
similar data is also clustered into map units, the more 
similar the data, the closer together the map units, but the 
visualization of the data according the invention is as shown 
in Fig. 1. 

In view of the clarifying discussion above, it is 
respectfully requested that this basis for rejection of claim 
1 under 3 5 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, be withdrawn. 

2 . Rejections under 3 5 U.S.C. § 102 and § 103 
Claims 1-4 and 8-9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 102 as allegedly being anticipated by the disclosures of 

Grinstein et al . , U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 

2003/0030637. This basis for rejection of the claims cannot 

be agreed with and is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 5-6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 

allegedly being unobvious over the disclosures of Grinstein et 

al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0030637. 
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This basis for rejection of the claims cannot be agreed with 
and is respectfully traversed. 

Grinstein et al . present a method of organizing 
(clustering) the original data (using a record attribute 
reduction method, see e.gr. [0010] and [0011] of Grinstein et 
al.). Organization of the data is a precursor step to Claim 
1, step (a), which begins with clustered data. 

When we look in Grinstein et al . to the methods of 
presenting and visualizing the data clustered according to his 
invention, e.g. [0212], it is evident that the data 
visualization methods of the art are used, rather than the 
particular advance made by the present inventor of the claims 
at issue. The radial visualizations in Examples 3-5 of 
Grinstein et al . provide a single overview of the clustered 
data, as opposed to overviews of each of the components of the 
clustered data. Although the neighboring map units may be 
colored in Grinstein et al., that visualization of the 
clustered data is more akin to the state-of-the-art data 
visualization methods (as in Fig. 2 of the subject 
application) , that has a single overview of the clustered 
data, rather than a view of the components of the clustered 
data. It is expected that the "record categorization 
subsystem embodiment employing a polygonal visualization" 
referred to in [0237] Grinstein is even more closely analogous 
to Fig. 2 of the subject application. The brief mention of 
multi-dimensional displays in [0212] of Grinstein et al . do 
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not teach or suggest the component plane presentation utilized 
by the present inventor, nor do they provide an enabling 
disclosure thereof . 

The disclosures of Grinstein et al . do not teach or 
suggest steps (b) and (c) of Claim 1, et seqr. 

In view of the discussion above showing that the 
disclosures of Grinstein et al . do not teach or suggest the 
claimed invention, it is respectfully requested that this 
basis for rejection of Claims 1-4 and 8-9 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102 be withdrawn. 

In view of the discussion above showing that the 
disclosures of Grinstein et al . do not teach or suggest the 
claimed invention, it is respectfully requested that this 
basis for rejection of Claims 5-6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 be 
withdrawn. 

4 . Objections to Claims 7 and 10 

The notation of allowable subject matter in claims 7 
and 10 if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims is 
gratefully acknowledged. In order to save the payment of a 
fee at the present time for an additional independent claim, 
the amendment to overcome this objection has not been made at 
this time. It is respectfully submitted that the above 
discussion regarding the rejections of the base claims and any 
intervening claims will obviate this basis for objection to 
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Claims 7 and 10, particularly in view of the fact that the 
Office Action was non-final. 

II . Art of Record 

The Examiner is thanked for bringing to our 

attention the disclosures of Kaufman et al . , U.S. Patent No. 

5,544,283 "Method and Apparatus for Real-Time Volume Rendering 

From an Arbitrary Viewing Direction", and Brethour et al . , 

U.S. Patent No. 5,398,290 "System for Measurement of 

Intramuscular Fat in Cattle", and making these disclosures of 

record. 

SUMMARY 

Claims 7 and 10 were noted to be allowable but for 
their dependence upon unallowed claims. Claims 7 and 10 were 
not amended at the present time. Claim 1 was rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph; Claims 1-4 and 8-9 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 and Claims 5-6 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103. The bases for rejection of the claims 
have been dealt with and shown to be inapposite. 

The application is believed to be in condition for 
allowance. An early notice to that effect is earnestly 
solicited. A fee is enclosed for the Petition under 37 C.F.R. 
§ 1.136(a). No further fee or petition is believed to be 
necessary. However, should any further fee be needed, please 
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charge our Deposit Account No. 23-0920, and deem this paper to 
be the required petition. 



The Examiner is requested to phone the undersigned 



should any questions arise that can be dealt with over the 
phone to expedite this prosecution. 



US PTO Customer No. 24628 
Welsh & Katz, Ltd. 

12 0 South Riverside Plaza 
22nd Floor 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 

phone: (312) 655-1500 

fax: (312) 655-1501 

e-mail : SLNdocket@WelshKatz . com 

Enclosures 

Petition under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a) and Fee 
Postcard 



I hereby certify that this Reply, together with the 



stated enclosures, is being deposited with the United States 
Postal Service Express Mail Service in an Express Mail 
envelope with Express Mail Label No. EV 337097456 US addressed 
to: Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 145 0, Alexandria, VA 
22313-1450 on March 3, 2(tf>4\ A 



Respectfully submitted, 




CERTIFICATE OF EXPRESS MAILING 
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